It has recently been brought to the authors' attention that the isolation dates of a small number of sequences used in this study were incorrect. This discrepancy in the dates arose primarily from inaccuracies in the reported literature. The authors have amended any differences between the reported dates and the actual dates of isolation and this is included in the new version of the supplementary data for this article. Furthermore, in order to ensure that such differences did not have an adverse effect on the results and conclusions, the complete analysis was re-run with the amended dates. The results obtained solidify the authors' previous assertions even when there is a difference; it is slight and not significant. Thus, the findings and conclusions remain unchanged.
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The authors wish to thank Nick Knowles at the Institute for Animal Health, UK, for pointing out these inaccuracies and for correcting the dates of isolation.
The corrected supplementary data can be found in the online version of this article. 
